When one looks into the literature on community development one finds a plethora of definitions. For example, Biddle and Biddle list seventeen different definitions, some of which seem to contradict others. Community development is also frequently treated as virtually synonymous with such terms as modernization, urbanization, industrialization, etc •. As to theories of development, each social science discipline has tended to go its own way with the result that there is no over~all theory, only partial theories. Anthropologists tend to stress anthropological variables (Goodenough) ; economists stress mostly economic variables (Rostow); political scientists stress primarily political variables (Apter) ; sociologists stress sociological variables (Loomis) ; and psychologists focus on psychological variables (McClelland) .
With all this seeming variety there does seem to be a common theme rwtning through most of the current definitions of conununity development even though expressed in widely differing terminologies, This theme is that the term community development implies a change in the community, region or society toward betterment of the lives of the inhabitants of the community, region or society. This change for the better is sometimes seen as a process and sometimes as a goal or end achievement. Also, the context in which most definitions are used focus on planned development or change, though they do not deny the possibility of unplanned development. What is needed is a definition of development that avoids as many of these limitations as much as possible. The following definition, I suggest, does this: Community development is that process whereby a community, region or society increases its scale. As the number of people in a community or society increase and the intensity of interacti9ns with each other increases their scale increases. As scale increa:;es the rate of change or developmefit inc1·ease:s.
In other words, two collDllunities having the same population size are equal in scale. However, if the intensity of interaction in one'community is greater than'the intensity in the other community, the com-munity having the greater intensity of interaction is the larger in scale. The Wilsons asswne that the intensity of relations, i.e., the total degree of dependence, is the same in all societies, but that it may be more or less spread out (The Wilsons, p. 40).
The difficulty with the above conception is that the term intensity is extremely difficult to define and measure satisfactorily. The It opens the way for other than technological changes to be considered in a more balanced fashion. Use of this paradigm will help to prevent social blindspots·from handicapping planned projects. It also makes it possible to have a more adequate basis for making decisions a~ut trade offs since no conmunity ever has enough capital and re~ sources to do everything it wants to do at any one time, It also enables a community to make a better estimate of the cost it may have to pay for certain developments.
This concept of scale enables developers to think in different levels of· abstraction, avoid over simplification and to avoid twovalued thinking. It helps in looking at a development program in holistic terms rather than only in analytical modes of thought. It is a continual reminder that "everything is connected to everything else."
Since community development has from its beginning stressed mass education of citizens as a major part of the development process and many practitioners of coDDDunity development still do, the concept of scale as presented here fits well into this approach. It forms a workable framework for the development of educational curricula and p~ograms. It is not very difficult to comunicate the basic idea of scale to the members of the community which then results in an additional impetus to the developmental process once a program has begun • .. 11 • All in all it provides a· set of checks and 'balances which help to avoid the hazards of a comnitm:ity ''putting all its eggs in one basket" -, so to speak.
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